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Stop searching the psychology journals 

and parenting magazines and federally fund-
ed studies for answers. Search your hearts 
and make your children, your families, your 
first priority. 

Clinton says that more must be done to 
help children deal with anger. This sounds 
like hiring more school counselors. Why not 
look to the cause of so much anger among 
our young people? Could it possibly have 
something to do with the fact that they 
know that their parents really don’t want to 
be bothered with the task of raising them? 

Frankly, I don’t think the schools are 
equipped to handle situations such as these, 
lamentable as they are, nor do I think they 
ought to. And I think some parents are just 
looking at school as a place to stick their 
kids to get them out of their hair. 

Over 400 years ago, Martin Luther warned 
that if God were removed from education, 
schools would prove to be the gates of hell. 
What happens when we remove God from our 
families and homes, forsaking our children 
as well? What happens when we remove Him 
from society as a whole, and worship instead 
the Almighty Dollar? 

Is it hot in here, or is it just me?

Mr. HELMS. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

Y2K ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to S. 96, which the clerk will 
report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

Motion to proceed to the consideration of 
S. 96, a bill to regulate commerce between 
and among the several States by providing 
for the orderly resolution of disputes arising 
out of computer-based problems related to 
processing data that includes a 2-digit ex-
pression of the year’s date.

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the motion to proceed. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
yield myself so much time as may be 
permitted under the unanimous-con-
sent agreement. 

Pending the discussion with respect 
to the Y2K problem, let me say at the 
outset that if there were a Y2K prob-
lem, we on this side of the opposition, 
let’s say, to the particular bill and the 
amendment forthcoming with respect 
to Senator MCCAIN and Senator 
WYDEN, anything within reason obvi-
ously could have been worked out; 

namely, anyone who has a computer 
knows glitches. So no one can deny 
there cannot be a glitch on January 1 
of the year 2000. However, there is not 
really a problem that would cause us to 
try to change tort law. That is what is 
in the offing here. 

I have talked to the best of the best 
in the computer industry with the idea 
that we could compromise and give the 
90-day grace period. 

People do not want to go to court 
when they find out their computer is 
not working. If there is one thing that 
takes time—the Securities and Ex-
change Commission and so-called tort 
reform—they are still in discovery, 
they are still in appeals, and they are 
still in court, without trying the case, 
some 2 years later, because they have 
yet to determine what was intended. 
The same would be the case here trying 
to really venture into the State respon-
sibility and jurisdiction with tort with 
so-called overall reform law. 

So I thought, fine, let’s get together 
on what could be called a glitch. No-
body wants to go to court. Give them 
some time to fix the glitch, and then 
move on in the business world. How-
ever, we have some friends down at the 
National Chamber of Commerce who 
are really bent on actually trying to 
pass product liability and do away with 
trial by jury and all the other State 
tort systems. 

I could spot this in my particular po-
sition because I have been engaged in it 
for at least 20 years on the Commerce 
Committee from which it has been re-
ported each time. We have prevailed 
over the 20 years. The reason we have 
prevailed is that the professionals in 
this particular field, whether it be the 
American Bar Association, the Asso-
ciation of State Legislatures, the Asso-
ciation of State Supreme Court Judges, 
the Association of Governors, until it 
was changed in effect, all opposed, and 
we were able to withstand the on-
slaught of this particular political 
move. 

I can tell you, Madam President, we 
are going to withstand it again on Y2K, 
unless they come around, of course. 
But I don’t see a compromise in the off-
ing. 

So I think immediately of what 
should be discussed; namely, television 
violence. We started on that with hear-
ings at the beginning of the 1990s. This 
is 1999. And this Senator introduced a 
TV violence bill. We reported it out at 
that time 19 to 1 from the Congress be-
fore the last. 

I remember going up to Senator Dole, 
then majority leader, who was running 
for President, and saying, ‘‘Look, we 
have got this bill out. The Attorney 
General has already attested to the 
fact that it would withstand constitu-
tional muster on the freedom of speech 
provisions, and I will step aside if you 
want to make it. I am just interested 
in getting the bill, not the credit. So 
why don’t you take the bill?’’ 

The point is that the distinguished 
Senator had just come in from the west 
coast, where he, if everyone will re-
member, had cussed out the movie in-
dustry for its gratuitous violence in all 
of its film making. So I thought it was 
a natural that he would want to follow 
through. He didn’t. In the last Congress 
we then had it reported out by a vote of 
20 to 0—TV violence. 

This has nothing to do, of course, 
with the Nintendo games or the other 
little games they play on these ma-
chines. But it does have to do with the 
basic tendency towards violence with-
out cost, without any harm, or injury, 
or feeling. 

We understand, of course, when you 
document the civil rights, when you 
document the matter of the Civil War, 
or any of these other things, you have 
to show the violence associated there-
with in order to make an honest depic-
tion; that is going to be included. But 
we are talking about gratuitous, exces-
sive violence not incidental to the plot. 

The bill has been found to stand, as I 
say, constitutional muster. 

So we wanted to control that. 
I have that bill in again. I would 

rather think that really bowing to the 
Chamber of Commerce on particulars 
there with respect to State tort and 
State responsibilities—mind you me, 
my Republican friends in the leader-
ship caterwaul that the best gov-
erned—or the less governed—that the 
best governed is at the local level. 

Why not let these local school boards 
control, rather than mandate from 
Washington this, that, or the next 
thing? Now they come with a mandate 
that the States have not asked for and 
the States would certainly oppose. 

I just talked to one of the great lead-
ers in computerization who said, ‘‘Sen-
ator, please don’t pass this measure. 
The fact that companies don’t get 
ready, they don’t comply, is a competi-
tive edge. My customers are checking 
them out. If they don’t comply, I’m 
using that as a competitive advan-
tage.’’ 

Let the market forces operate I say 
to those who always caterwaul about 
market forces and deregulation and 
wanting to regulate. 

Back to the main point. We really 
ought to whip through a bill on tele-
vision violence and control that. We 
have quite a case to present to the Con-
gress itself. In the initial stage of 
broadcasting, programmers said in the 
booklets, ‘‘Get a murder early on to 
hold the audience.’’ They love violence, 
they love murders, so get in a murder 
scene. I can show you that word for 
word in the CBS program in the earlier 
stages of television. 

We can also go to the Colorado case. 
About 4 years ago a solution was used 
that is working at this particular time. 
I went down to Columbia, SC, which is 
Richland County. The county sheriff, 
Leon Lott, said, ‘‘Senator, I want to 

VerDate jul 14 2003 10:57 Sep 29, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S26AP9.000 S26AP9


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-07-05T12:51:09-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




